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Sir: 

In response to the Office Action dated September 15, 2005 Applicants offer the 
following remarks. This reply is timely filed with a petition for one month extension of time 
as a Notice of Appeal was filed on March 15, 2006. 

Reconsideration of the subject application in light of the following remarks, pursuant 
to and consistent with 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.116 and 41.33(d)(1), are respectfully requested. 

This Reply does not introduce any new issues, present any amended claims, or present 
any new claims. This Reply directly addresses the reasons alleged by the Examiner for 
maintaining the rejections that remain in the application. In particular, this Reply presents an 
analysis of the cited art and the differences between the cited art and the present invention in 
the form of a Declaration under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132. The Declaration was not earlier 
presented, because Applicants believed and continue to believe that differences between the 
cited art and the present invention are sufficiently apparent upon careful consideration of the 
references themselves and that a Declaration should not be required. Applicant's belief 
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